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Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

101 rejection and rejection over claim interpretation of a bonus game 

Claims discussed: 
153-156, 158-166, 168-171 

Prior art documents discussed: 


Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 


/Jasson H Yoo/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3714 

(Applicant/ Applicant's Representative Signature - if appropriate) 


U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-413B (04-03) Examiner Initiated Interview Summary Paper No. 20100107 


Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413B) 


Application No. 09/788,162 


Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: It was 
discussed that a 101 rejection would be made since the claimed method of enhancing game play does not require that 
the method be implemented by a particular machine nor transforms a particular article. Applicant will amend the 
claims to clarify that the method is performed by a processor of a gaming machine. Furthermore, it was discussed that 
the claims appears to read on a bonus game because the claim does not specify how the promotional award is 
received, and the claims fails to clarify that the enhanced game state refers to the base game. Claim language was 
discussed to clarify that a base game is altered so an enhanced based game is played instead of a bonus game. 

Update 

Supplemental interviews were made on 1/7/10-1/8/10 to discuss proposed amendments. It was discussed that the 
Newprom award (as indicated in the Specification) is issued by a first gaming machined and received from player by a 
second gaming machine. A central processor of the second gaming machine determines the whether the Newprom 
award is applicable. A "base" game is altered so that the "base" game is played with game enhancements. 
Furthermore, it was discussed that the claim limitation of, "the at least one base game is played with the one or more 
game play enhancements" will further clarify that the base game is played instead of the bonus game. The claim 
limitation of "initiating play of a different game" will be amended to "change in a game play, game format, game style or 
game type of the at least one base game", to clarify that there's a change in how the base game is played or there's a 
change to the game format, game style or game type of the base game (according to description of Applicant's 
specification) rather than initiating a different game such as initiating a bonus game. Applicant's representative 
authorized the examiner to make the appropriate amendments in an examiner's amendment. 


